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ABSTRACT 

A survey o£ 99 female and 78 male college students 
regar(3ing their aittitudes toward titles of address for men (Mr.) and 
women (Miss, Mrs.j, and Ms.) had the students rate 10 concepts on 15 
bipolar semantic differential scales. Nine of the concepts were 
neutral to the study's objectives, and the tenth was the concept of 
differential address for men and women. The scales used represented 
three universal components , of affective meaning: evaluation, potency, 
and activity. It was found that cn the evaluation scale, malss and 
females agree that the four forms of address connote different 
degre^es of goodness, with "Ms." receiving the lowest ratings. 
Comparisons showed "Ms." and "Mr." were rated lower than "Miss" or 
"Mrs." On the potency scale, males ana females rated "Mr." lowest in 
potency, with "Ms." not siginificantly higher. Males rated "Mrs." 
significantly higher than the other three titles, while females rated 
"Miss" higher than the other three. Qn the activity measure, male and- 
female subjects agreed that "Mr." and "Mrs." were lower in activity 
than "Miss" and "Ms.", with the latter receiving the highest absolute 
rating and "Mr." receiving the lowest. In sum, both males and females 
ascribed different affective meanings to the four forms of address on 
all three basic dimensions. However, no direct evidence was found in 
"tilts study on whether these interpretations are extended to the 
titles' users. (MSE) 
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Abstract 

There are three courtesy titles for wunen in common use, 
Ms., !1rs., and Jliss, cot.pared to one. 'ir. . for ren. How 
do prCT'ie feel cbout these titles and rersons v7ho use 
fuec? Collepe student " subjects rated the titles on 15 
senantic differential scales representing evaluation, 
potency, and &ctivi-y. The four titles differed 
reliably in affective neaning. Females and nales apreed 
-in rating Ms. less good than Mr. or Miss and hirher in 
activity' than ?lrs. or Mr., but disagreed on the potency 
factor. Implications for worsen s choice of titles are 
discussed. 
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TSere are three courtesy titles for wonen in c^nrjon use, 
.iji,, irs. , and liss, and only one comparabl e title, Mr., 
for aen. The use of Ms, has been advocated by nanv 
ferinists on the grounds tnat, like Mr., it leaves marital 
status ui:5[»ecif ied ai.d is thtreyore nore suitable for the 
uany business, professional aij^ Social interactions where 
ir.crital status is irrelevant. / Its use has not been without 
contruversy, however. Miller/ and Swift cite many exairiples , 
inclutiing cuat of a 1974 nkiiL &jro^ the Governor of New 
Har.pi:>iire to alx secretarie^ enj^loyed by that state. (1) The 

bar.ned ttie use of 'ls.;' tWe reason, accorjin5 to nsvs 
riiports, wi3 tnat the Governor did not believe in' the 
title. 

Jud^in^ by the above, court csv cities can definitely 
evoke enotional responses in peoj le. Ms., ?irs., and Miss 
are denotatively similar except on one dinension, that of 
narital status. But, given the enotionality sometines 
provoked by a preference for Ms., It appears that they do 
not carry sinilar connotations. 

CoficepLs that are c'erotatively similar are often 
cC'T:notatively quite different. For example, Jacobson 
corparec^ four cunr^only used labels for the concept of 
wonit-n^ s political, economic and social equality (equal 



ERIC 



4 



\ 



Aititur'rs 7o\:ard Title? 

Tape L 



rii'nts for woneii, feri.ism, wor^en's lib, and wonen^s 
libcraliom) apc found that her coliepe-siudeht subjects n:ade 
clear distinctions on an evaluative dinension (e.g., 
riKnt-wrong» good-bad, friendly-hostile). (2) vJnen the 
concept vas labeled **equal rights for wonen", it received 
relatively favorable evaluations; when labeled 'Vonen's 
liberation", ratings were ]ov»er. 

Jaccbson liir.ited her corpariscns of tne labels, to an 
evaluative diretision nov^cver, a technique has been 
developed specifically to reasure the ^f^'<»ctive components 
of word uieanin^b on dimensions in addition lo evaluation. 
Ihc Scn33'»:ic dif f t^rential techni'^-ju^ # V7hich subjects rate 
a concept on a n.rDber of descrintive sever.-noint scales, is 
objective, quantitative easily adnini stered , and can 
accurately determine differences in affective re^nin?. (3) 

A large body of research usinp, the sen^i^td^ dif f erent ial 
technique has uncovered three basic cinensicns of affective 
mesning: Evaluation (pood-bad); Potency (st ronp-vjcak) ; and 
Activity (active-passive). Every word h^s some location on 
each of these dimensions for each of its users. The three 
direiiSions have been found in more than 30 cultures and 
appear to be universalb of affective tr.eaning. (4) 
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The prcfsent study is an atte^jfit to Treasure the affective 
mcanin^js of the four most comnon coiirtesy titles using the 
sciroiitic differential technique. ,We ^r^^ all faniliar with 
tr.fc deiiOLative ("dictionary") meanings of the terms. But 
vMat. are their subjective, affective meanings? 

Method 

Sirjject^ and Prjcedv ^rfe 

Niuely^nine fe^nale and ScVenty-eight laale undergraduates 
of West C»iester State College participated in the y 
experiaeit. Each subject rated ten concepts; nine were 
neutral with respect to the study Dr,, scientist) 

a.id one was an address fern Cir. » Miss or Mrs.)- ^'r. 

v;afa rated by 2U fepale and 20 nale subjects, !fs. by 28 
ferales and 17 males » Miss by 25 fer.ales anc 30 nales and 
Ilrs. by 22 females and 21 nales. 

--^Subjects rated the concepts on 15 bipolar, semantic 
differentia! scales selected from the Osgood, !lay and lliron 
atlas of affective meaning to represent the three universal 
components of affective neaning. (5) Evaluation was 
represented by the scales nice-iiwful, sweet-sour, helpful- 
unhelpfuT, beautiful-ugly, and good-bad; potency by the 
scales big -little,, powerless-powerful, shallow-decfp , 
weak-strong, and high-low; and activity by. the scales 
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fast-slow, noisy-quiet, young-old, dead-alive, and 
known-unknown. Subjects were presented vitii a booklet 
corsisting of inst ruct ions- and one pape for each of the 10 
concepts. Each concept appeared at the top of a page with 
tiie 15 rdCing scales below it. A separate random order of 
Concepts was u&ed in each booklet. The same randoo ordering 
of scales was used on eacn page- For seven of the stales 
tne un.TJHrked terui vas on the left; for eight it was on the 
risht. The uerabers of each pair were presented on onposite 
sides of the pa?e on the sa"ie line, separated by a 
sfcV':Ti-point scele. The scales vete unlabelled and subjects 
were instructed to "rate the words on the h&s?is of what they 
nean to you by placing an X at the appropriate point on the 
scale, 

The booklets were distributed by two ferale stulent 
oxperinenters who described^the purpose of the e/.pe-rirent as 
"to discover the irieaning of (certain words by j^ettinp your 
rating of the words oa(a s^^m descriptive scales.'' 

Results and Discussion 

Mean ratinj^s fur eacn address forn are presented in 
Table 1, separately for fe;i)ale and male subjects. 
Evaluation, potency and activity scores were sumned over the 
appropriate 5 scales for each subject and raeans were 
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analyzed by three separate 2 >I 4 (sex by address forr) 
rbiidor; group analyses of variance, using the rethod of 
ei.v.'eij/ht ed r^ans, Pust hoc comparisons were performed 
using tr*e Le^st Significant Difference test with alpha set 
ai •Oj. (6) 

Insert Table 1 about here 



E vdluacion 

The results of the ANOVA indicate that male and fenale 
subject© agreed tJiat the fo»ir forms of address connote 
different de^rcies of "<joodness/' with Ms,'* receiving the 
lowest ratines- Post hoc conparisons sho^^qd that "'Is." and 
"Mr." v(-re both evaluated lower .than "::iss" or **Mrs*" The 
rw^-fcnin2s of "lUss" and "I'rs,** were thus.nore positive ir the 
evaluative {[;ood-bad) sense for these subjects than the 
alternative fern of address available to wonen, lis." 
Pot ency 

Ai<uVA results showed highly reliable differences in 
potency f.scribec to the four titles. In addition, there v;aG 
a significant se>: difference — that is, r.ale and ferale 
subjects disagreed on connotations of potency or power for 
thcr tirles* Both c.ales and females rated "fjr.^ lowest in 
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potency, with ^>!s." not signif icantly higher. ^Jales rated 
/lirs." bi^,nif icant ly higher than the other three titles, 
winle fe:nnles rated 'liiss" higher than the other three. 
Act ivitv \ 

As with the~^other two factors, there v;ere reliable 
difference's in conrictacive reaninc of the titles. Male and 
fcnale subjects ^tjreed th^t "iJr.'' and "Mrs-'^ were both lower 
in activiiy tnan Viiss" and *'Ms.'\ with the latter receiving 
tne highest* aDSoluce rating and "Mr," receiving the lowest. 

The results can be summarized as follows; both !^ale and 
ieitale subjects ascribed different affective tneanlnss to the 
fo-jr for-DS of adiress on all three bapic dissensions: 
Evaluation, Potency, and Activity. ?lale and fenale 
subjects were in substantial afvee^exM except for the 
Potency factor ihoupn the dlf Terences are snail in 
absolute terns, they are highly significant and can be taken 
as reliable indicators of real differences in affective 
neaning of the titles aiuong oenbers of the population 
studied. 

The differences can be inforpally characterized In terms 
of bone of the scale items to provide a picture of the 
affective ditiension of neaning for each of the titles. A 
ilr." IS vid\;ed as not very good, nice, or sweet; not very 
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bi3 or powerful; tending to be old, quiet, and slov;. Most 
si-.ilar to "Mr." is "»fs." -- not very pood, nice, or sv»eet; 
not very big or powerful; but in contrast to "Mr.", fast, 
noisy and young. The other two fenale titles are seen as 
bfctier, nicer, and sweeter, liales view a Mrs. as big and 
powerful, while ferales ascribe these qualities rore to a 
'Mxss**. iioth sexes agree tnat a "Miss" is faster, noisier, 
- a>)d younger than a '''Irs". 

In previous seia.itic differential research, subjects 
have distinguished between the concepts "wo'nan" and "Tnan"' by 
ratini wcnen as better, less powerful, end nore active thf-n 
ner. (7) It is intferestinf toiccr:pare the present ratinjrs 
of Colc-fer.ale titles v;ith thes? earlier ratines of "nan" 
ind ''vcT>i.n". On the activity cUnenslor, there Is almost 
peiiect afretrent; "Hs." and "Miss" are seen as nore active 
than "nr.", while "Mrs." ic equally%ctive. On the potency 
dimension, the results are contradictory: female titles are 
all rated equal or higher in potency tnan the male title by 
both male and feiaale subjects. It is unlikely that the 
putency data reflect a belief that oales are less powerful 
than females, given the perception of more power for "nan" 
found by Jenkins et al. The finding that the traditional 
titles for wonen were seen as nost powerful may indicate 
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tnat for tne late adolescent/ young adult ape K^^^up of our 
seniple w.^rrcr/s titles still connote authority and strengtn 
sttt..i.iiii£ f ror; salience of women as mothers and teachers* 
Ceitdiniy uue count er-»intuitive results obtained here 
su^^est the need for further research on perceptions of 
povcr in courtesy titles* 

The n:»st sta:>le and pure of the three affective 
dir.cfnsions of neaning is Evaluation, as reflected in the 
avercpe factor loadir.ps for ,E scale iters (•93 in the 
present study) compared to Pj (-71) and A (.56)- VJhen the 
three ferale titles are compared on E to ^!tr/\ t\;o of the 
three preserve the relationship observed ir the earlier 
study — as "woDan" is better than "ran", "Miss" and '*!1rs.'' 
are letter than 'Ylr#" The title *'Ms/', however, is less 
Cood« V'ich respect to the evaluative dir^ension, a Ms. ^is 
no better than a Dale, 

The purpose of this study was to deterralne whether the 
four coirtson forms of address have different affective 
meanings. The answer to this question is quite clear: THe 
titles do nave significantly different values on all three 
of the universal dimensions of affective neanins, 
Eval>iation Potency, and Activity • However, the present 
study provides no direct evidence on whether these differing 
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interpretations ave extended to users of tnt titles, *'Ms''. 
is not very good when compared as an isolated concept with 
'^liss** or 'Vsrs". Do people jud^e a wonan ^ho uses the title 
liL', I then, as lower on an evaluative scale than one who uses 
'Miss" or "!lrs''? Similarly, is a "Mr. Jones" viewed as less 
active tnan a 'Ms. Jones"? The answer to this type of 
question remains uncertf^in. In a later experinent. we 
asked si^bjects to evaluate the personalities of people who 
had supposedly written letters and sipned tha© with- one of 
the titles. Subjects did not attribute significant 
personality differences as a function of the tide used. 

Thus, conclusions about the reriis of usinp one title in 
preference to another rust ntcesrarily be speculative. 
Stili, wonen who chouse to adopt the title Ms. or to use it 
in referring to others should be aware that/while it 
connotes high octivity it is also seen as less powerful by 
males ana lower in an evaluative sense, that is, as less 
**good than the traditional women's titles, by both rriales 
and fe*n3les. 
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Mean RatlnRS* 



Evaluation 
"bad" to "good" 



Ma. Mr. Mil a Mr a. 
4.37 4.38 / 4.88 4.94 



Sex; P(l,169) - 3.21 p < .08 
Title: P(3,169) - 8.88 p < .00002 
Sex X Title: F(3.169) - 2.54 p < .06 
Poet Taata: Ma. Mr. Mlaa Mra. ** 



Potency 
"power leaa" 
to 

"powerful" 



Ma lea 
Mr. 
3.91 

Fewalea 
Mr. 
4.03 



Ma. 

4.12 



Mra. 
4.15 



Mlaa 
4.31 



Ma. 
4.31 



Mra. 
4.38 



Mlaa 

4.4 



Sex: P(l,169) - 14.83 p^ .00002 
Title: P(3.169) « 15.48 p < .000001 
Sex X Title: F(3,169) - 1.82 n.a. 
Poat Taata (Malea): Mr. Ma. Mlaa Mra. 
Poat Teata (Feouilea): Mr. Mre. Ma. HIM 



Activity 
"alow" 

to 
"fast" 



Mr. Mrs. Mlai Mi. 
4.20 4.37 4.60 4.83 



Sex: F(l,169) - 1.56 n.a. . 
Title: F(3, 169) - 9.51 p< .00001 
Sex X Title: F(3,169) - .99 n.a. 
Poat Teata: Mr. Mrs. Mlas Ms. 



★Where analyses of variance Indicated no algniflcant dlfferencea In the reaponaea of 

subjects their ratings are combined. 



naU and feaali 



^Groups that do not differ from each other are underlined by a cooknon line. 
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